MATERIAL AND MORAL.                   39

with the proceedings of one state towards another or
between two parties in the same state, for the purpose
either of preventing bloodshed or of securing justice,
or for both these objects combined? Such is the
question which the more powerful nations are perpe-
tually called upon to solve, but of which, though it
has become the battle-ground of conflicting opinions
whose watchwords are " intervention" and " non-
intervention," very little attempt has yet been made
at a scientific solution.

Now it is obvious that there are many cases in
which a nation may consider that it has the "right"
to intervene, but in which it may be deterred from
doing so by the reflection that intervention could only
be successful either at the cost to itself of irresistible
armaments, or at the cost to itself and to the world at
large of actual war. In order therefore to determine
whether, in a given state of affairs not requiring action
on account of its own rights and interests, a nation
ought to intervene, it is necessary to inquire first,
whether the case is one in which it might properly
intervene supposing that it could do so without ex-
pense to itself, and without actual war; and secondly^
if so, how far it is justified in intervening, if one or
both of these evils must be the consequence of the
measure. If the distinction between these two ques-
tions had been borne in mind, much confusion of
thought and misapprehension on this subject would
have been avoided. It is objected, for instance, to the
supporters of non-intervention, that they are advan-
cing a " selfish " policy. It is clear, however, that the